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1. Changeable Alignment

1.1. In terms of the valency of verbs (or, more
generally, predicates) and the semantic roles
associated with them we may distinguish four
major kinds of core arguments: active and in-
active arguments of intransitives (as in The
soldiers marched and The ancient oak fell),
and similarly, although with the two kinds of
arguments co-occurring in one clause, active
and inactive arguments of transitives (as in
The ducks ate the old bread) — or ACT;, IN-
ACT;, ACT,, and INACT, for short. While
perhaps not equally appropriate for all se-
mantic classes of predicates, the characteriza-
tions of arguments as denoting active partici-
pants and participants acted upon, or perfor-
mers and undergoers, should enable us to re-
fer summarily to the most common rela-
tional oppositions.

When these kinds of arguments are in-
volved in grammatical rules and regularities,

they may group in several different ways — if

indeed they group at all, for one possibility is
that each one behaves differently from every
other. ACT; may be aligned with ACT, and
INACT; with INACT,, with relational se-
mantic similarities thus taking priority over
valency distinctions, yielding a pattern
known as ‘active (-inactive)’, shown schemat-
ically in (1). Or ACT; and INACT; may fail
to be distinguished from one another, in spite
of their semantic difference, with both of
them then aligning either with INACT, or
with ACT,, either choice partly motivated
and partly arbitrary on semantic grounds,
yielding respectively an ‘ergative(-absolutive)’
or a ‘(nominative-)accusative’ pattern, as

seen in (2) and (3). ACT, and INACT, may
likewise fail to be distinguished from one an-
other, despite their semantic difference and
their co-occurrence in a single clause, and
then behave like or unlike the uniform in-
transitive argument, yielding patterns, shown
in (4) and (5), that have been called ‘neutral’
and ‘double-oblique’ respectively. In the ‘tri-
partite’ pattern shown in (6), ACT; joins IN-
ACT;, but ACT, and INACT, behave dif-
ferently from one another as well as from this
uniform intransitive argument. (See Kibrik
1979 for an even fuller catalogue of patterns
of alignment.)

It will be convenient to use ‘active’, ‘In-
active’, ‘ergative’, ‘absolutive’, ‘nominative’,
and ‘accusative’ also as general terms for
those relations which behave uniformly in the
patterns known by these names — viz. for
ACT/ACT, and INACT{/INACT, in (1),
ACT, and ACT/INACT{/INACT, in (2),
ACT/INACT/ACT, and INACT, in (3),
respectively.

Such alignments hold for individual rules
and regularities or, more specifically still, for
particular domains of their application (as
defined, for example, by tense or aspect or
nominal reference distinctions). Despite the
once common typological practice of label-
ling entire languages ‘ergative’, ‘accusative’
etc., language-particular rules and regulari-
ties need not be consistent in this respect.
While one or the other alignment pattern
may predominate within a language, and to
some extent thus justify global type assign-
ments, it is a safe bet that, strictly speaking,
all languages are ‘split’ insofar as their rules
and regularities alternatively follow two or
more patterns of alignment rather than only
a single one. Obviously, then, if we want to
study how alignments change in time, it will
be those manifesting themselves in particular
rules and regularities, or even particular do-
mains of rule applications, that need to be
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(1) JACT; Vbintr

INACT;|  Vbjne

ACT,| |INACT,| Vbyaps

active  inactive

(3) [ACT Vbjner
INACT;|  Vbine

ACT, Vbians

nominative accusative

(5) ACT; Vbiner

INACT;|  Vbigr

double-oblique

taken into account pr.imarily. It can only be
determined secondarily .whet.her any such
particular changes occur in unison, thus sup-
porting the idea of langqages converting
from one to the other alignment type in

their entirety.

1.2. There are rules and regularities which ap-

ar to operate on essentially the same align-
ment patterns in all lapguage; where }hey are
attested. The formation of imperatives has
often been mentioned, not quite accurately,
as an example of invax:iably nominative-accu-
sative alignment, making reference to intran-
sitive arguments and ACTt to.the exclgsxon
of INACT.. Normally imperatives consist of
predicates denoting kind§ pf behaviours that
may be initiated, or not initiated, at will and
are addressed to beings considered capable of
choosing to comply, or not to comp!y, w_1t_h
the directive issued; their z}ddressees, implicit
(Shut up!) or explicit (Don't you u_Jorry! Some-
body open the door please!), w_11} therefore
normally be arguments, of transitives as well
as of intransitives, of the .ACT but_not of the
INACT kind, resulting in an active, ratI}er
than accusative, alignment. There are in-
stances, especially in passive, i. e. non-basic
constructions, where the addressee’s of imper-
atives might seem to be INACT s; but this
need not argue against an active and for an
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(2) ACTl Vbint.r

INACT;| Vb

[acT, | [INACT  Vbiuns

ergative absolutive

@ [AcT; Vbing

INACT,|  Vbjpy

ACT, INACT,| Vbygs

neutral

(6) ACTl Vbi atr

INACT;| Vb

[ACT, | [INACT}  Vbigans

tripartite

accusative (or perhaps neutral) patterning of
genuine imperative formation as long as such
clauses do not really have the force of direc-
tives (cf., in English, Be warned!), hence may
be disregarded, or the seemingly inactive par-
ticipant really is the one considered primarily
responsible for initiating an action, hence is
more of an ACT than of an INACT argu-
ment after all (cf. Get dressed everybody!). An
example of a derivational or lexical regularity
whose patterning likewise seems cross-lin-
guistically invariable has to do with caus-
atives; what its pattern is, however, depends
on how one is looking at it. If we consider
the range of arguments of non-causatives
which may appear as (not necessarily overtly
expressed) causees of corresponding caus-
atives, it typically includes ACT;, INACT;,
and ACT,, but not INACT, (cf. The soldiers
marched — The sergeant marched the soldiers;
The ancient oak fell — They felled the ancient
oak; The ducks eat old bread — They feed the
ducks withlon old bread or They feed old bread
to the ducks) — which is a nominative-accusa-
tive grouping. On the other hand, if we con-
sider which arguments of non-causatives cor-
respond to which arguments of causatives,
we need to relate non-causative ACT;, IN-
ACT;, and ACT, to causative INACT, (and
perhaps also to causative indirect or oblique
objects, if the non-causative is already transi-
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tive), to the exclusion of causative ACT,, the
argument reserved for the causer — and these
relation-ships define a different pattern, al-
most looking ergative, were it not for the re-
latability of non-causative ACT, to causative
ACT, in pairs such as eat — feed.

For present purposes we need not adduce
further examples of rules and regularities ar-
guably showing cross-linguistically invariable
alignment (among these, ergative and also
active ones are no less common than accusa-
tive ones); nor need we go into the whys and
wherefores of such universal preferences
(presumably explicable in terms of natural se-
mantic or pragmatic classes of argument rela-
tions). The point here is that we must reckon
with rules and regularities whose alignments,
on the evidence of their cross-linguistic in-
variance, are resistant to change. The rules
which indeed are changeable in this respect
typically come from the areas of relational
encoding, especially by means of case (or ad-
positional) marking and agreement, and of
clause combination, pertaining in particular
to the ellipsis of shared arguments.

1.3. There are three general questions which
any systematic account of changes of align-
ment will need to raise: Which patterns may
develop from and into which others? How
are the transitions effectuated? What are the
reasons for such developments? The focus is
here primarily on the ergative pattern, and
there is an extra difficulty facing its histori-
ans. In many languages and language fami-
lies where there is reason to believe that rele-
vant changes have occurred, their documen-
tation (in written records) is sparse or non-
existent, and recourse must thus be had to
hypothetical, and rarely uncontroversial, re-
constructions. If ergative histories were to be
based exclusively on hard and fast facts cov-
ering none-too-short spans of time, they
would virtually be confined to only two fami-
lies of typological repute, viz. Indo-Iranian
and Kartvelian (where there are also contro-
versies, thought less about the facts than
about their interpretation). The following ac-
count of scenarios for the emergence and de-
mise of ergative alignments will draw on evi-
dence from these families, but in the interest
of comprehensiveness much use will also be
made of informed, if not always unanimous
speculation about others whose past is less
well documented.

With the ergative pattern consisting in an
identification of arguments across clause

types, viz. ACT/INACT; and INACT,, it
may appear as well as disappear owing to de-
velopments manifesting themselves in intran-
sitive or in transitive clauses (or in both): the
argument(s) diachronically realigned may be
ACT/INACT; on the one hand or ACT, and
INACT, on the other. In the following sur-
vey, developments both away from and
towards ergative alignment will thus be dis-
tinguished according to the actual locus of
change. We will further distinguish three
general mechanisms of change: direct realign-
ments in basic constructions, realignments
ensuing from exchanges of construction, and
realignments due to revaluations of non-ba-
sic constructions as basic and vice versa.

(For lack of space references to specialist
literature are omitted from this survey; many
of them are supplied in Plank 1985, an article
covering partly similar ground, or also in
Plank 1979. Other general discussions of er-
gativity in diachrony include Kurylowicz
1946; Anderson 1977; Comrie 1978, §3;
Dixon 1979, §4; Trask 1979; Plank (ed.)
1979, part 6; Dik 1980; Klimov 1983; Estival/
Myhill 1988; Harris 1990.)

2. Away from Ergative Alignment

2.1. Intransitive Realignment

2.1.1. A transition from ergative to accusa-
tive alignment in basic constructions comes
about when a rule or regularity ceases to
align the intransitive core argument (subsum-
ing non-distinct ACT; and INACT;) with IN-
ACT, and aligns it with ACT, instead, with
nothing happening in transitive clauses them-
selves. Patternwise this kind of development
thus amounts simultaneously to an extension
of the ergative, originally comprising only
ACT,, and a restriction of the absolutive,
originally comprising INACT, and ACT//IN-
ACT;. In terms of the resulting pattern the
extended ergative, now comprising ACT, and
ACT/INACT,, is a nominative, and the re-
stricted absolutive, now comprising only IN-
ACT,, an accusative. If such realignments of
ACT/INACT; take place gradually rather
than across-the-board, they may be expected
to produce active patterns: if only some in-
transitive core arguments are to be realigned
with ACT,, while others continue to align
with INACT,, these should be ACT;’s rather
than INACT;, finding encouragement in re-
lational semantic similarities. Such full and
partial extensions of ergatives/restrictions of
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absolutives in basic constructions are wide-
spread, especially for rules of case marking,
but also for verb agreement (and cross-refer-
ence). Here are some characteristic examples,
presented in bare outline. '

In Kartvelian languages and dialects -an
originally ergative case marker was extended
either to all intransitive core arguments (as
in Mingrelian) or, more frequently, only to
ACT; (at least according to the Ancestral E_‘,r-
gative Hypothesis; the rival Ancestral Active
Hypothesis posits a reverse development,
with an active case marker, i. €. one or{gxnally
covering ACT; as well as A_xCTt,'bemg re-
stricted to ACT,, except in Mmgrehap, where
it was allegedly extended to INACT; instead).
In Udi, of the Lezgian subgrqu_p of Northeast
Caucasian, a similar intra_nsntlve-centred df:-
velopment was accompamed_ by a change in
transitive clauses, where dative replaced ab-
solutive as a marker, patternwise now accusa-
tive, of INACT,. In various Pamir languages,
as a late episode in the story of the. rise and
fall of ergativity in Iranian, the oblique case
of ACT, was extended to the core arguments
of a small group of intransitive vc,erbs, includ-
ing ‘weep’, ‘laugh’, and ‘cough’ — i.e. to
some ACT;s but to no INACT;’s. Indo-Euro-
pean would also have to be included here on
the not uncontroversial assumption that a
case marker *-s, historically encoding ACT/
[NACT; as well as ACT, (though not with
nouns of all classes), and_ thus quahfy}ng asa
ominative in an essentially accusative-type
attern, had earlier been limltcgi to ACT, or
ACT, plus ACT; in an ergative or active
pattern. A similar extension of an ergative, or
active, case, purportedly reconstructible for
Proto-Afroasiatic, seems to have occurre'd in
Akkadian and perhaps further Afroasiatic
languages. In the course of the collapse of the
earlier inflectional case system a_nd its partial
renewal by means of postpositions, moc!em
Indo-Aryan languages frequently generalized
the ergative (formally mstrumcptal) case
forms of personal pronouns, .e‘spemally of Ist
and 2nd person, to intransitive core argu-
ments, previously marked by the absolutive
case; for these pronouns, case assignment
then operated, i( only tempora_n]y, on a no-
minative-accusative pattern, with ACT, and
ACT/INACT; being in what used to be the
ergative and INACT, in what used to be the
absolutive case forms. In Wappo, apparently
of Yukian affiliation, an (extrapo{ated) erga-
tive case marker encroached on intransitive
replacing the absolutive in main

n

terrain,
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clauses, but not in subordinate and equa-
tional ones, and thus producing a split be-
tween traditional ergative alignment (in sub-
ordinate and equational main clauses) and
innovative accusative alignment (in non-
equational main clauses). In Sherpa, a Ti-
beto-Burman language, there is a tendency
for ergative case markers, originally confined
to perfective verbs in a typical aspectual split,
to be extended to ACT arguments especially
of verbs of experience which have been in-
transitivized, or at any rate detransitivized,
by the incorporation of their INACT, argu-
ments, with these extended ergatives then ap-
pearing also in the imperfective aspect. In the
Polynesian language Samoan an ergative case
marker of ACT, was likewise generalized to
less transitive, if not strictly intransitive,
clauses, replacing the absolutive on ACT ar-
guments of ‘middle’ verbs, whose other argu-
ments are oblique objects.

In Burushaski, a language isolate of north-
ern Pakistan, verbal suffixes which originally
agreed only with ACT,; in person, number,
and class, were extended from transitive to
intransitive verbs, with verb agreement, now
triggered by ACT, and ACT/INACT;, thus
switching from ergative to nominative align-
ment. (Verbal prefixes, apparently more ar-
chaic, are often present as well, agreeing with
ACT/INACT; and INACT,) For Tibeto-
Burman, a verb agreement system has been
reconstructed whose alignment was split up
into a predominant absolutive and a more
circumscribed nominative pattern, with
ACT{/INACT, triggering essentially the same
person-number markers on intransitive verbs
as INACT, did on transitive verbs, except for
3rd person INACT,, where ACT, was the
agreement trigger; and precisely such ACT,-
agreeing affixes subsequently spread to in-
transitive verbs in some languages, replacing
the former affixes for the same person-
number triggered by ACT/INACT.. (A fur-
ther development in some languages was to
drop the pronominal affixes of transitive
verbs agreeing with INACT,, which further
weakened the remaining absolutive ingredi-
ents of verb agreement; in many Tibeto-Bur-
man languages pronominal verb agreement
has been lost entirely.) In Lummi, a Coast

Salish language with ergative and absolutive

sets of pronominal markers agreeing with, or
rather cross-referencing, ACT, on the one
hand and INACT, and ACT/INACT; on the
other, the ergative-set markers appear to
have been extended also to ACT/INACT,; in

SO
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subordinate clauses, where they optionally
replace absolutive-set markers, thus dividing
the domains of ergative and innovated accu-
sative alignment between main and subordi-
nate clauses. In the Siouan language Dakota
there are phonological grounds for suspect-
ing that the cross-reference markers for ACT;
(identical with those for ACT,) have become
associated with intransitive verbs later than
those for INACT; (identical with those for
INACT,), which suggests that the active
agreement pattern derives from an ergative
one.

If ACT/INACT,; arguments in an ergative
pattern, instead of realigning with ACT,
would discontinue their alignment with tran-
sitive arguments altogether, the resulting
pattern would be of the tripartite type. This,
however, is not what they commonly do. Tri-
partite patterns are comparatively rare any-
how, being mostly found in languages where
one subset of noun phrases follows an erga-
tive, another an accusative pattern in case
marking or other relational encoding, and yet
another small subset, often including pro-
nouns, combines the two patterns, behaving
ergative-like when in ACT,, accusative-like
when in INACT,, and absolutive/nominative-
like when in ACT/INACT; function. Wang-
kumara, a member of the Pama-Nyungan
family of Australia, is one of the extremely
few languages, if not the only one, where all
noun phrases follow the tripartite pattern in
their case marking, with bound forms of 3rd
person singular pronouns apparently serving
as case markers.

Now, while perhaps never arising as the re-
sult of intransitive-centred developments
away from ergative alignment, tripartite pat-
terns may themselves be transformed into
accusative ones by means of intransitive rea-
lignments, just like ergative patterns. Thus,
Proto-Australian 1st and 2nd person per-
sonal pronouns have been reconstructed as
having had three distinct case forms in the
singular for ACT/INACT; (non-suffixed,
hence monosyllabic), ACT,, and INACT,
functions (with ergative and accusative suf-
fixes respectively), and in some languages
(such as Western Desert and Dhalandji) the
attested ACT/INACT; forms can then be
understood as former pure ACT, forms, with
the extension motivated by the ancestrally
accusative alignment of non-singular pro-
nouns (and triggered by an innovated prohi-
bition against monosyllabic words). In the
upper dialect of Wakhi, a Pamir language, Ist

and 2nd person singular pronouns are, in
past tense clauses, in the oblique case in
ACT, functicn, optionally in the accusative
case in INACT, function, and in the absolute
form in ACT/INACT; function; but 1st and
2nd person singular pronouns in this last
function, especially in that of ACT;, are,
again only in the past tense, also acquiring
oblique case marking, and thus reapproach
an accusative pattern like that traditionally
obtaining in the present tense.

2.1.2. The alignment of intransitive core ar-
guments may also be altered in a more indi-
rect manner, as a by-product of an exchange
of constructions. It is not uncommon for
verbs to alternate between various construc-
tions, basic and non-basic ones (such as de-
rived voices) or ones with mutually exclusive
domains of occurrence (such as main and
subsidiary predications), and for these alter-
native constructions to differ in verbal va-
lency (e. g. in derived voices valency is com-
monly reduced by one) as well as in the map-
ping of semantic relations onto syntactic
ones. Nominalizations are one kind of non-
basic construction within the reach of both
intransitive and transitive verbs (see sections
2.2.3. and 3.2.3. for others often reserved for
transitives). Depending on the syntactic and
semantic properties of nominalizations (e. g.
on their transitivity, voice-neutrality, actional
or resultative meaning), the alignment of ar-
guments may differ from that of the corre-
sponding verbal constructions — witness no-
minalizations in English, where ACT/IN-
ACT;, ACT,, and INACT, are all eligible for
genitive case marking and preposing, and
thus form a neutral pattern (cf. his death —
his discovery of them — their discovery by
him), whereas an accusative case marking
and constituent ordering pattern prevails
with finite verbs (He died — He discovered
them). A realignment will then be brought
about automatically when one construction
happens to be replaced, for whatever reasons,
by another that used to differ from it in align-
ment.

This is what happened in Mayan languages
such as Chol and Jacaltec. In Mayan Set A
person-number markers of nouns (including
nominalizations) refer to ACT; and ACTy/
INACT; ‘possessors’, patterning nominati-
vely; but when used with verbs they exclu-
sively referred to ACT,, with Set B markers
referring to INACT, and ACT/INACT;
yielding an ergative-absolutive pattern. No-
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minalizations then replaced verbal construc-
tions in the present (but not past) tense in
Chol and in various kinds of subordinate
clauses in Jacaltec. Although both transitive
and intransitive verbs were thus replaced, the
nominalizations corresponding to transitive
verbs continued to take Set A markers to re-
fer to ACTy; it was only with nominalizations
corresponding to intransitives that cross-ref-
erence markers were exchanged in this pro-
cess, with those of Set A replgcmg those of
Set B. In effect, though not in mechz}nlsm,
this resembles extensions of the eygat‘lve/re-
strictions of the absolutive dealt with in sec-

tion 2.1.1.

9 2. Transitive Realignment

2.2.1. When the locus of change away from
ergative alignment is in basic transitive
clauses, two arguments are candidates for re-
alignment, individually or jointly, and the re-
sults are potentially fairly diverse. If INACT,
ends its association with intransitive core ar-

ments and joins its transitive partner,
ACT,, an ergative patternis transformed into
a double-oblique one; the ergative is here ex-
tended syntagmatically rather than paradig-
matically. If INACT, parts company with in-
transitive core arguments without simulta-
neously teaming up with ACT;, the pattern
pecomes tripartite. If _A'CT‘, the only loner in
the ergative pattern, joins the other core ar-

ments in transitive anq intransitive clauses,
already in company with each other, the
pattern ensuing from this all-encompassing
extension of the absolutive 1s neutral. If both
transitive arguments change simultaneously,
with ACT: coming to behave as I_NACTt
used to behave (and A.CTi/_INACTi still does)
and with INACT, going its own way (per-
haps that which ACT; used to go), the align-
ment pattern ends up acqusatlve. There is ob-
viously no way an ergative patiern can turn
active in exclusively transitive realignments
of any kind. All possnbl.e developments are at-
tested, especially again for rules of case
marking and verb agreement (or cross-refer-
ence). Individually and perhaps also collec-
tively, they are less frequent than intransitive
realignments, though: It is often a pattern in
other domains within the same langu_age
which provides 2a model for such realign-
me&}lsl‘ﬂc nouns in ACT, function are in the
ergative (identical with locative or instrumen-
tal) in other Chukotk'o-Kamchatkan. lan-
guages, they have lost this case marker in ba-
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sic transitive constructions in Kamchadal,
and appear in the absolutive instead, sharing
this case with INACT; and ACT/INACT;
nouns, which thus pattern neutrally. The
uniquely ergative forms of personal pro-
nouns, on the other hand, are retained, but
are used for emphasis, regardless of the rela-
tion of the argument to be emphasized, in
what is thus effectively also a neutral pattern.
In Lardil, of the Tangkic subgroup of Pama-
Nyungan, ergative case markers have been
claimed to have been eroded in the course of
phonetic truncations, with ACT, thus becom-
ing as unmarked as INACT, and ACTy/IN-
ACT;, likewise resulting in a neutral pattern.
In certain varieties of Burushaski there seems
to have been a tendency to drop the ergative
case from nouns or 3rd person pronouns (Ist
and 2nd person pronouns do not have this
case) in the present, future, and imperfective,
with this optional neutral pattern thus com-
plementing the ergative one in the other
tenses or aspects. In the Pamir subgroup of
Iranian, already mentioned above, the erga-
tive patterns of case marking and verb agree-
ment in past tenses are generally de-ergati-
vized, under the influence of accusative pat-
terns in the present tense, with somewhat dif-
ferent intermediate and final results in dif-
ferent languages and dialects. Concerning
case marking, the absolutive on INACT, was
commonly exchanged for an oblique case,
also used for ACT,, resulting (in languages
such as Rushan) in a double-oblique pattern.
The oblique form of INACT, was subse-
quently often differentiated (e. g. in Yazgu-
lyam, Munji, Bartang, Rushan, Upper
Wakhi) from the general oblique case, espe-
cialty if such arguments were definite or had
specific reference, by means of additional,
specifically accusative prepositions, postposi-
tions, or suffixes, rendering the alignment
pattern tripartite. ACT,, on the other hand,
commonly (e. g. in Oroshor, Shugn, Ishka-
shim, Lower Wakhi) switched from oblique
to absolutive, the case also of all INACT;’s
and all or most ACT;’s, transforming double-
oblique or tripartite patterns into accusative
ones, or ergative into neutral ones. The
neighbouring Dardic languages too appear to
have run this whole gamut of transitive-
centred realignments. Modern Indo-Aryan
languages have likewise tended to eliminate
an ergative case marking pattern, once gene-
ral in the participial tenses, by means of re-
placing the nominative of INACT, (pattern-
wise an absolutive but called nominative on

e e
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the strength of its patterning in non-particip-
ial tenses) by an oblique case (accusative or
dative, especially if definite or also animate)
and/or the ergative of ACT, by the nomi-
native case (sometimes only for Ist and 2nd
person pronouns), leading to tripartite, neut-
ral, or accusative patterns.

The ergative pattern of gender-number
agreement of past participles used in peri-
phrastic verb forms with essere/étre and av-
erelavoir in Romance languages such as Ital-
ian and French, in the literary languages al-
ready limited in transitive clauses to INACT,
preceding the past participle, is transformed
into a double-oblique one colloquially and
dialectally, where there is a tendency for past
participles not to agree with INACT, at all,
with ACT/INACT; thus being left as the sole
agreement trigger. Exactly the same pattern
of (continuing) gender or gender-number
agreement with ACT/INACT,; but non-
agreement (i. e. no-longer-agreement) with
either transitive argument is found in the Ira-
nian dialect Danesfani and in the Shugn-
Rushan subgroup of the Pamir languages. In
Persian the intransitive past-tense agreement
markers were tranferred to transitive past-
tense verbs, here agreeing in accusative fash-
ion with ACT,. Elsewhere in Iranian the erga-
tive agreement pattern of verb forms based
on past-tense stems (deriving from perfect
participles) has been reorganized in different
manners, often by way of introducing clitic
pronouns functioning as, or cross-referenc-
ing, ACT, and ACT/INACT; but not IN-
ACT, arguments. In the interrogative and im-
perative moods verb agreement in transitive
clauses in Asiatic Eskimo does not follow the
ergative pattern as consistently as in the in-
dicative mood, on the basis of which they
had originally been formed, which suggests
that accusative alignment has been gaining
ground since.

Realignments in basic transitive construc-
tions, here described in terms of essentially
semantic relations and verbal valency, can
often be made sense of by taking into ac-
count syntactic relations as well. On the as-
sumption that INACT, once was the syntac-
tic subject in basic transitive constructions
(see section 3.2.3. on how this state of affairs
may arise), but is in the process of being
stripped of this rank, developments from er-
gative to accusative or neutral alignment can
be seen as transfers of particular subject
properties — such as those of taking an un-
marked case and triggering verbal agreement,
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as do (all or some) intransitive core argu-
ments, themselves subjects almost by default
— from INACT, to ACT..

2.2.2. Clear cases of transitive-centred re-
alignments following from the wholesale re-
placement of a construction by one with a
divergent alignment pattern are rare. Perhaps
some of the examples of the preceding sec-
tion, where transitive core arguments were
apparently realigned on the model of coexist-
ing constructions in other tenses or aspects
etc., should be analysed in this manner,

In the case of the optionally omitted erga-
tive in Burushaski, where only 1st and 2nd
person pronouns could be invoked as mod-
els, matters may have been more complex,
too: the present tense, where this happened,
was a periphrastic formation homonymous
with, or actually deriving from, an intransi-
tive nominalization where an ergative case
was unwarranted; this intransitive-inspired
construction where ACT could shed the erga-
tive may then have been taken over by transi-
tive verbs in the future tense, which was not
periphrastic but used the same verb stem as
the present. Less equivocal are a recon-
structed development in Lardil and perhaps
further members of the Tangkic subgroup of
Pama-Nyungan (excepting Yukulta), and one
documented for the early modern phase of
many Indo-Aryan languages. Upon the pho-
netic effacement of tense markers in main
clauses in Lardil, these were here mostly re-
placed by ‘infinitival’ subordinate clause con-
structions, where tense distinctions had sur-
vived, partly in the form of markers ap-
pended both to verbs and their INACT, ar-
guments; since these peculiar tense-cum-case
markers were barred from ACT/INACT;
and ACT,, all case-marked identically (in
subordinate clauses originally dative or geni-
tive, in main clauses then nominative), an er-
gative pattern of nominal case marking had
turned accusative in the domain of this ex-
change of constructions, In early modern
Indo-Aryan transitive verbs used to agree
with INACT, in the participial (past or per-
fective) tenses, and the argument thus agreed
with was in the nominative case (patternwise
an absolutive); but this construction was fre-
quently replaced, sometimes only when IN-
ACT, was definite or animate, by an imper-
sonal one which originally had only been
used with intransitive verbs: here verbs were
invariably neuter or masculine singular, i. e.
did not agree with INACT, in absolutive
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fashion, INACT, was in an oblique case
(patternwise an accusative), and ACT, as well
as ACT/INACT; were in the ergative case
(patternwise a nominative).

22.3. Changes of alignment may further
come about as the consequences of reyalua-
tions of non-basic constructions as basic and
vice versa, with these altemati'v.c ‘construc-
tions possibly differing 'in transitivity and in
the mapping of semantic relations onto syn-
tactic ones. In a basic transitive gonstructlon
where INACT, is subject, to a higher degree
at any rate than A(;Tl, INACT, should ahgn
with the only candidates for subjecghood in
intransitive clauses, ACTiIINACTi, in an er-
gative (or, more appropriately, absolutive)
fashion for purposes of all kinds of rules op-
erating in terms of this syntactic relation —
e.g. rules of noun-phrase ellipsis in c!ause
combination, which often require 'relanonal
syntactic as well as referqntlal 1dent1y._If there
are coexisting non-b'asw constructions of
transitive verbs involving a.ntlpasmw‘za.tlon or
retopicalization, where squegthood is 1pstead
conferred on ACT, (whncp is the topicwor-
thier argument espemally if verbs are imper-
fective OT progressive and the INACT, refer-
ent is less than fully affected and on the verge
of losing its status as a core argument), and
it is these that are matched w1t.h. basic intran-
sitive constructions, rules sensitive to syntac-
tic relations are bound to mgmfest an accusa-
tive alignment. If the verl?g in sucfh non-basic
constructions are de_trapmtmzed in respect of
INACT;, ACT, their single remaining argu-
ment of impeccable core status, s_hould a!so
for this reason naturally group with the sin-
le core argument of basic intransitives, espe-
cially with ACT:. ’I_'he revaluation of su.ch
non-basic constructions as basic and vice
versa, or perhaps even thf: complete. sup-
{anting of previously basic by previously
non-basic constructions, eventually accom-
panied by a reintegration of_‘ somewhat pe-
ripheral INACT, arguments nto the core of
verbal valency, then autquatlcally entails
switched alignment of transitive arguments.
The accusative pattern of case mgrkmg_m
the present-tense system of Georgian, with
the dative as the INACTt case,.has peen as-
sumed to originate in an antipassive con-
struction; this was sppppsedly once a non-ba-
sic option highlighting imperfectivity and in-
complete affectedness of INACT,, but was
reanalysed as basic In non-perfective aspects,
whereas the originally basic construction,
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with case marking on an ergative or active
pattern, subsists in the aorist. It is controver-
sial whether the alignment of case marking
and perhaps further syntactic rules in Proto-
Polynesian is to be reconstructed as ergative
or accusative; according to the Ancestral Er-
gative Hypothesis many East Polynesian lan-
guages replaced the basic transitive construc-
tion, where ACT, had been marked by an (er-
gative) preposition and INACT, unmarked
(like ACT/INACT,;), by an originally non-
basic imperfective construction with ACT,
unmarked (like ACT/INACT;) and INACT,
marked prepositionally, itself purportedly an
early innovation for transitive verbs mod-
elled on the pattern of semi-transitive middle
verbs (denoting relations where one partici-
pant does not really affect the other). Perfec-
tive transitive clauses, whose verbs allegedly
generalized the suffix -Cia, for a while contin-
ued the ergative pattern, with ACT, marked
by the original preposition and INACT, un-
marked, but are claimed to have been revalu-
ated as non-basic passives, with unmarked
INACT as subject, completing the triumph
of accusative alignment for basic construc-
tions. In the history of the more consistently
accusative Pama-Nyungan languages, hailing
from the Ngayarda and Tangkic groups, in-
transitive antipassive constructions, once
productively derived from basic transitive
constructions and in certain circumstances
probably even obligatory (e. g. in negative
and some subordinate clauses or with certain
person-number combinations of ACT, and
INACT, pronouns), seem to have been re-
analysed as basic, too. In Lardil only those
original main clause constructions which had
not been replaced by subordinate construc-
tions (see above, 2.2.2.) were available for this
reanalysis. The frequent presence in Pama-
Nyungan of a structurally similar, basic or
derived ‘middle’ construction, where ACT is
subject for all syntactic and inflectional
purposes and INACT is syntactically rather
peripheral and generally in the dative, is
likely to have been conducive to the revalua-
tion of antipassives as basic and the complete
or partial displacement of the former basic
construction. Wargamay is (or rather was) a
Pama-Nyungan language retaining an erga-
tive pattern of nominal case marking (pro-
nominal case marking being tripartite) and of
argument ellipsis in clause combination. Nev-
ertheless, owing to a reanalysis of intransitive
verbs derived from transitives, as occurring
in antipassive constructions, as morphologi-
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cally basic, most transitive verbs could equ-
ally well be used in intransitive constructions,
with ACT behaving in all respects like, and
INACT unlike, ACT/INACT;; and if it had
not been for the retention of the original
transitive construction of these verbs, align-
ments would thus have turned completely
rather than only partly accusative.

In a variation on this theme, in Kamcha-
dal, mentioned earlier for its extension of the
absolutive case to ACT,, the ergative case,
formally identical with the locative, actually
survived, but the basic transitive clauses
where it occurred on ACT, appear to have
been reanalysed as non-basic passives, influ-
enced perhaps by an impersonal construction
in Russian; basic transitive constructions are
those where ACT,, like ACT/INACT; and
INACT,, is in the absolutive. In the Vakh dia-
lect of Khanty, an Uralic language, two basic
constructions coexist, one of which shows an
ergative case marking pattern insofar as
ACT, is in the locative and INACT, in the
nominative (which is not differentiated from
accusative for nouns — pronouns, however,
are in the accusative); this construction seems
to have been absorbed by the non-basic pas-
sive in the other dialects of Khanty, which is
structurally not very different (even pronomi-
nal INACT is here in the nominative, and
INACT rather than ACT is agreed with by
the verb). It has also been conjectured that
the passive of Khanty and related Mansi ac-
tually is this very construction with ergative
features reanalysed as non-basic.

In Kurdish the basic transitive construc-
tion of Middle Iranian provenance, where
INACT, (like ACT/INACT)) is in the direct
case and triggers agreement and ACT, is in
the oblique case, appears to have been
crowded out by means of a non-basic con-
struction where ACT, is topicalized, charac-
terized by resumptive pronominal clitics
cross-referencing the topic (retained in
Southern but lost in Northern Kurdish).

2.3, Joint Intransitive and Transitive
Innovations

When changes affect intransitive and transi-
tive clauses simultaneously, an ergative align-
ment may be superseded by a non-ergative
one differing from its predecessor both in the
intransitive and the transitive components of
the pattern. This typically happens, though
on the whole not very frequently, when rules
of relational encoding are innovated or ex-

tended from one domain into another, rather
than being merely reorganized.

Thus, in Tabasaran, an East Caucasian
language with verbs traditionally agreeing in
class with ACT/INACT; and INACT,, i.e.
with absolutives, person agreement was in
addition introduced in intransitive and tran-
sitive clauses, and the arguments agreed with
here were ACT/INACT; (as in class agree-
ment) and ACT,, i. e. nominatives. In a com-
parable example the point of departure, how-
ever, was not strictly an ergative pattern; in
Maithili, a modern Indo-Aryan language
where the impersonal construction men-
tioned in section 2.2.2. had become predomi-
nant, personal suffixes recently created from
optional pronominal enclitics were extended
from non-participial (present or imperfective)
tenses to intransitive and transitive imper-
sonal verbs in this construction, introducing
nominative agreement (with ACT/INACT;
and ACT,) where there had been no agree-
ment with any core argument (a kind of neut-
ral pattern). If Kapingamarangi once shared
the typical case marking pattern of Samoic-
Outlier languages — ACT/INACT; and IN-
ACT, unmarked (the latter marked by the
prepositions i/ki in semi-transitive middle
constructions), ACT, with preposition e —, it
must have innovated markers both for IN-
ACT, in canonical transitive constructions
(viz. i, taken from middles or perhaps also
retained from a former active construction,
cf. 3.2.3.) and for ACT/INACT; (among oth-
ers e, originally confined to ACT)), arriving
at an accusative pattern.

3. Towards Ergative Alignment

3.1. Intransitive Realignment

3.1.1. It is far less common for an ergative
pattern to be the result of the realignment of
intransitive core arguments in a basic con-
struction than to be its victim, even though
there are three possible sources: accusative
patterns, turning ergative, perhaps via an
active stage, by extensions of the accusative
relation to (some) intransitive clauses and,
equivalently, limitations of the nominative re-
lation to transitives; active patterns, turning
ergative by extensions of the inactive relation
to ACT; and, equivalently, limitations of the
active relation to ACTy; and tripartite pat-
terns, turning ergative by aligning ACT,/IN-
ACT, so far unaligned, with INACT,. The
very few instances actually on record of such
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changes towards ergative, or ergativjsh, re-
alignment involve rules of case marking and
linear ordering and the distribution of case
alternations.

In a few Pama-Nyungan languages an
accusative case marker, typically usqd on per-
sonal pronouns and perhaps certain nouns
from the top of the animacy scale in INACT,
function in this family (other nomlqals being
in the absolutive case in thi_s functlon),.was
extended to apparently all kinds of nominals
(Dhalandji) or only to proper names (War-
luwarra, Western Desert) in ACTi/INACTi
function. Insofar as proper names are likelier
than nouns lower on the animacy scale to oc-
cur as ACT;, the alignment thus innovated in
Warluwarra and Western Desert cpuld gl-
most be characterized as counter-active, with
INACT, tending to be paired with ACTj and
ACT, with INACT; for a subset of nominals.
In Medieval Latin, especially as written prior
to the mid-8th century, and perhaps in other
varieties of Late Latin, the accusative case,
generally competing f.oF survival wul} the no-
minative in the transition from Latin to the
Romance vcmacglars, was frequently ex-
tended in a conspicuously non-random man-
ner: the nominatives replaced by accusatives
were mostly marker's.of INACT in passive,
i. e. derived intransitive constructions, .a‘nd
sometimes of INACT; in basic intransitive
constructions, but virtually never of INACT,
nor of ACT,. This is in fact an active pattern,
and there was no way ?l}e extension of the
accusative to all intraqsmve core arguments
could be completed, since the paradigmatic
contrast between accusative and nominative
was about to collapse. Accordmg to _thc con-
troversial Ancestral Active Hy.pothe-sm, Kart-
velian languages (except Mlqgrel{an) wit-
nessed a development Late Latin might have
been expected to undergo if this case contrast
had survived, viz. the withdrawal of an active
case, marking ACT, and ACT!’ from intran-
sitive clauses, transforming it patternwise
into an ergative. Kungkari is one of the very
few Pama-Nyungan languages where the old
tripartite case system for personal pronouns
was reduced to two cases by means of extend-
ing the INACT, rather than t'he ACT, fom
to ACT/INACT, resu!tmg in an ergative
rather than an accusative pattern, unusual
for pronouns but.standard fox: nouns.

Although sigmﬁcan_t ergative ahgnmenys
are not usually recognized in modern U_ral§c
languages other than Khanty, the Finnic
group (comprising Finnish, Karelian, Veps,
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Vote, Estonian, and Livonian) shows a devel-
opment that is interpretable as an extension
of an ‘accusative’. The distributional pattern
of the partitive case in early Proto-Finnic is
reconstructible as accusative, alternating in
basic constructions with the accusative and
nominative cases on INACT,, but never on
ACT,; or ACT{/INACT;. From INACT,, the
first foothold in the process of its grammati-
cization from a local case of separation, the
partitive then extended its distribution into
intransitive clauses, especially those affirming
the existence, the coming into existence, the
cessation of existence, or an essential change
in the state of their core argument — proba-
bly more often an INACT; than an ACT;.
(Since verbs do not agree in person and
number with core arguments marked parti-
tively in the modern languages, this extension
of an accusative presumably pertained to
agreement as well.) It is questionable, how-
ever, whether the inactive or absolutive distri-
bution of a mature partitive is typologically
significant: such patterns are recurrent in lan-
guages with comparable devices for distin-
guishing between partial and total involve-
ment, between quantified and unquantified,
or indefinitely and definitely quantified, ref-
erence, and the like.

In 17th century Spanish a statistical pref-
erence has been observed for intransitive core
arguments, like non-clitic INACT’s, to fol-
low their verbs and for ACT,’s to precede
them. The earlier pattern of preferred constit-
uent ordering — ACT; + INACT, + Vb,
ACT/INACT; + Vb — was not unequivo-
cally accusative: ACT/INACT; could be
paired with ACT, on grounds of clause-initial
position, but with INACT, on grounds of
preverbal position. Assuming that the former
pairing is more appropriate, the frequent
postverbal positioning of ACT/INACT,
once INACT, had become postverbal,
amounted to an acquisition of an accusative
property by ACT/INACT;. The resulting sta-
tistically predominant ordering pattern was
perhaps again activish rather than strictly er-
gative: it was primarily non-topical intransi-
tive arguments which were postverbal, and
these are very common with verbs of exis-
tence, 1. e. verbs taking an INACT,; rather
than an ACT;. As to the typological signifi-
cance of this pattern, it should be noted that
if linear ordering is sensitive to topic-com-
ment structures, arguments of intransitive
verbs of existence and perhaps other intransi-
tive verbs of low semantic specificity are al-
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most bound to be aligned with INACT,, typi-
cally forming part of the comment in basic
transitive constructions in most languages.

It has been suggested that intransitive core
arguments, subjects virtually by default, will
tend to realign with transitive arguments
holding the same syntactic relation, and that
ACT, rather than INACT, is the subject of
basic transitive constructions in the great ma-
jority of languages. On these assumptions it
is not surprising that ergatives are frequently,
but accusatives only rarely, extended to in-
transitive clauses. Where accusatives are so
extended, however, an analogous reasoning is
hardly cogent: the relevant languages are not
among those where INACT, is the subject of
basic transitives. Stronger motivation for rea-
lignments of ACT/INACT;, or more typi-
cally only a subset of intransitive arguments,
with INACT, seems generally to be provided
by relational semantic similarities and com-
mon pragmatic potentials.

3.1.2. Intransitive-centred changes introduc-
ing ergative alignment as the by-product of
an exchange of constructions, analogous to
those with the reverse effect dealt with in sec-
tion 2.1.2., do not seem to be frequent. A per-
tinent example is perhaps the abandonment
of the ancient intransitive impersonal con-
struction in some dialects of Hindi while the
innovated transitive impersonal construction
(cf. 2.2.2.) was retained. There had been an
accusative pattern here insofar as ACT/IN-
ACT; and ACT, were both in the ergative
case (and definite INACT, was in an oblique
case). In the personal construction which
took over from the impersonal intransitive
one ACT/INACT; was in the nominative
case, which reinforced the ergative patterning
of case marking in the past tense (although
an accusative ingredient remained, viz. the
oblique case on INACT, in impersonal tran-
sitives).

3.2. Transitive Realignment

3.2.1. When the locus of change is in basic
transitive constructions, an ergative pattern
could evolve from four sources: from a neut-
ral pattern, by way of ACT, separating from
INACT, and ACT/INACT;; from an accusa-
tive pattern, by way of ACT, separating
from, and INACT, associating with, ACT;/
INACT;; from a tripartite pattern, by way of
INACT, teaming up with ACT/INACT;; and
from a double-oblique pattern, by way of IN-
ACT, separating from ACT, and joining

ACT/INACT,;. Only the first and, more rar-
ely, the second of these transitions seem at-
tested, both involving realignments of ACT,.
The rules concerned are primarily ones of
case marking, rarely of verb agreement.

In Papuan languages, noun phrases in core
relations, unlike those in peripheral relations,
are assumed originally not to have been case-
marked; peripheral case markers such as ab-
lative, causal, or instrumental were then op-
tionally used also for ACT,, especially in situ-
ations where a transitive clause might other-
wise be relationally ambiguous owing to in-
sufficiently distinctive verbal agreement. (In
other Papuan languages an oblique case, es-
pecially the dative, was instead used for IN-
ACT,, especially if animate, converting a
neutral into an accusative rather than an er-
gative pattern; in Waris, such an extended da-
tive, patternwise an accusative, was further
extended from INACT,, of verbs expressing
a change of state, to INACT,, creating an
active pattern.) In Lardil, where subordinate-
clause constructions with accusative-style
case marking have been installed in main
clauses, non-infinitival subordinate clauses
themselves seized on the genitive case as a
new marker specifically for ACT,, perhaps
first for personal pronouns (whose obligue
case forms, some of which had already been
employed in similar functions, are based on
the genitive), which precluded relational am-
biguities which might have arisen with transi-
tive verbs one of whose arguments was omit-
ted under identity with an argument in the
main clause; when INACT, in such subordi-
nate clauses is in the accusative, the resulting
pattern is, however, tripartite rather than er-
gative. Among Indo-Iranian languages Shina
(belonging to the Dardic group) is almost
unique in having fully generalized the erga-
tive case-marking pattern from past tenses or
perfective aspects to all tenses or aspects: in
the non-past, where ACT/INACT; and ACT,
used to be in the direct case, ACT, acquired
a new ergative suffix, borrowed from the
neighbouring Tibetan language Balti; IN-
ACT, continued to be in the oblique case
with a minority of transitive verbs, giving rise
to a tripartite pattern, but mostly changed
over to the direct case, patternwise now an
absolutive. Tibetan influence has also been
claimed for a similar generalization in collo-
quial Nepali, where it was the indigenous in-
strumental, rather than a borrowed ergative
case form, that gained currency as a marker
of ACT, also in non-past tenses, with IN-
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ACT, being alternatively oblique (especially
if animate) or direct.

In Chinook, a Penutian language, pro-
nominal clitics on verbs have originally had
single forms common to all core arguments;
as a result of phonological changes _applymg
only in certain environments, special ACT,
forms then happened to be dlfTerentxayed for
masculine and feminine 3rd person singular
pronouns, and a special ACT, formative was
added to others except those of Ist and 2nd
person singular, which continuefi the neuFral

attern. In a development that is rpore_dnfﬁ-
cult to evaluate typologically,_ Gujarati anq
some dialects of Rajasthani and Pahan
added number and gender marke_:rs to imper-
sonal transitive verbs thus. agreeing with IN-
ACT,. On the face of it this lopks like an ac-
cusativization of a neutral al'lgnment, since
ACT/INACT; and ACT, continued not to be
agreed with in the impersonal construction.
On the other hand, in_sofar as verb agreement
is with absolutives, 1. e. ACT,{INACTi an'd
INACT,, in personal constructions of parti-
cipial (past) tenses 1o these Indo-Aryan lan-
guages, the innovatgd agreement of former
impersonal verbs with INACT, can also .bc
seen as a partial reinforcement of absolutive
agreement, with intransitive impersonals be-
coming the odd one out. o N

Comparing reahgnmen_ts n transu{ve
clauses which effect ergative patterns with
those that affect them (2..2.1_.), it seems that
models from other domains in the same lan-

age play a less important role here (they
are a factor only in the relevant In@o-Aryap
languages), and that not much motivation is
to be found in synt‘actlc.relatlons either, as
there are no indications in the relevant lan-
guages that INACT, rather than ACT; has to
be paired with ACT/INACT; as subject.

3.2.2. Although not 2 logical impossibility,
ergative alignment does not seem to come
about as a consequence of the vyholesale re-
placement of transitive constructions pattern-

ing non-ergatively.

3.2.3. It does come about rather frequently,
however, as a result of the revaluation of
non-basic constructions as basic, comple-
menting or ousting, at least from some do-
mains, the origingl basic transitive constr_uc-
tions — a mirror image of the transformation
of ergative into accusative alignment d.e'alt
with in section 2.2.3. In a basic transitive
construction where ACT, is subject, to a
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higher degree at any rate than INACT,
ACT, should align with the only candidates
for subjecthood in basic intransitive clauses,
ACT/INACT;, for purposes of rules operat-
ing in terms of this syntactic relation. Now
passives or other derived voices, nominaliz-
ations or other deverbalizations, and retopi-
calizations are possible non-basic construc-
tions of transitive verbs where subjecthood is
likely to be conferred on INACT, instead —
a particularly strong rival of ACT, for topic-
worthiness if predicates are perfective, resul-
tative, or stative, the INACT, referent is
thoroughly affected by or is itself partly re-
sponsible for what has happened, and/or the
ACT, referent is relegated to the communica-
tive background or ranks lower than INACT,
on the referential hierarchy or in definiteness.
If intransitives are matched with such non-
basic constructions, rules sensitive to syntac-
tic relations are bound to follow an ergative
pattern — unless intransitives also appear in
a non-basic construction where ACT/IN-
ACT; is not subject. If the verbs or deverbal
predicates in non-basic constructions of tran-
sitives are detransitivized in respect of ACT;,
INACT is their single argument of indubita-
ble core status, and this should be another
reason for it to group with the core argu-
ments of basic intransitives, in particular
with INACT;. The revaluation of such non-
basic constructions as basic, with the obso-
lescence of previously basic constructions as
a likely concomitant, and the eventual reinte-
gration of somewhat peripheral ACT argu-
ments into the syntactic core of bivalent
verbs, then automatically entails switched
alignment of transitive arguments.

The ergative case marking and agreement
patterns in Indo-Iranian are thus to be attrib-
uted to a perfective participial construction
of transitive verbs used as a periphrastic pas-
sive or possessive construction in Old Indo-
Aryan and Old Iranian (‘something is done
by me’ or ‘my doing’, cf. for the latter Latin
mihi factum est), where the participle agreed
in gender, number, and case with nominative
INACT, functioning as subject for other
purposes as well, and ACT, syntactically a
more peripheral argument, was in the geni-
tive(-dative) or instrumental case. This non-
basic construction then took the place of the
active perfect or past of transitives (initially
unpassivizable), with the participle reinte-
grated into the finite verb paradigm and
ACT reintegrated into the syntactic core
(though not at first as subject), accounting
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for the ergative alignment in these aspectual
or temporal domains. Old Armenian and, in-
cipiently, Modern Irish may be further Indo-
European examples of such reanalyses of
respectively passive and possessive construc-
tions with stative deverbal adjectives as basic.
If Proto-Polynesian is to be reconstructed as
accusative in case (or rather adpositional)
marking and elsewhere in syntax (see section
2.2.3. for the contrary view), the most plausi-
ble origin of ergative alignments in Tongic
and many Samoic-Outlier languages, by now
essentially only a matter of case marking, is
the reanalysis of a frequently used passive
construction of transitives — itself intransi-
tive, with suffix -Cia as a verbal passive
marker, and with INACT unmarked and
non-core ACT accompanied by an agentive
preposition — as basic and again transitive.
In this view the original passive suffix -Cia
took on new functions (e. g. those of an in-
flectional transitivity marker or of deriva-
tional aspect markers), and the original
active construction was lost or subsisted, per-
haps merged with the semi-transitive middle
construction. Assuming that not only Eastern
Austronesian (especially Polynesian) lan-
guages, but also Western Austronesian ones,
especially from the West Indonesian and
Philippine groups, evince patterns that qual-
ify as ergative, these seem best accounted for
by deriving them historically from passives,
or passive-like constructions where the focus
is on INACT rather than ACT, that have
come to be the norm for transitives. Passive

sources of basic ergative alignments have

likewise been claimed for Basque, Ancient
Egyptian and some modern Aramaic dialects,
and, more speculatively, Enga and other Pap-
uan languages, Mayan, Salish languages such
as Squamish, and Lardil (here for subordi-
nate clauses only). The ‘middle’ and the pas-
sive have become obligatory in Rural and
Urban Ozark English respectively whenever
there is no true volitional and responsible
agent (as in Swes new dress tore because of
Billy | was torn by Billy — but he didn't mean
to); when there is one, transitive verbs must
be used in the active construction. Since their
obligatoriness, conditional on the nature of
the ACT relation, distinguishes the Ozark
middle and passive from typical derived
voices, with the middle moreover being on
morphological grounds almost as basic as the
active, the ergative alignments of relational
coding and syntax ensuing from them are no
longer as clearly secondary vis-a-vis the accu-

sative alignments ensuing from the active
transitive construction as they are in Stan-
dard English.

In Aleut, a nominalization of transitive
verbs where INACT, i.e. the ‘possessed’
rather than the ‘possessor’, is assigned the
same status as an ACT/INACT, has been
held responsible for incipient basic ergative
alignment. The Carib language Makusi pro-
vides another example where the newly in-
stalled basic construction is not a formerly
non-basic voice: here the reconstructed pre-
ferred order ACT, + INACT,; + VDb has been
changed to INACT, + Vb + ACT,, appar-
ently by grammaticization of the right-dislo-
cation of afterthought constituents; since
ACT/INACT; continued to occur preferably
in preverbal or rather clause-initial position,
the ordering pattern ended up as unequivo-
cally ergative.

3.3. Joint Intransitive and Transitive
Innovations

Ergative alignment may appear in the course
of changes affecting both intransitive and
transitive clauses, but this seems to happen
as infrequently as the reverse development.
In Piri, a Western Nilotic language, the
basic constituent order used to be Vb +
ACT{/INACT,; and Vb + ACT; + INACT,,
and ACT/INACT; and ACT, were case-
marked identically while INACT, was un-
marked. The ordering pattern was thus am-
biguously accusative or ergative, depending
on the pairing of ACT/INACT; with ACT,
as postverbal or with INACT, as clause-final;
case marking conformed to the accusative
pattern, if in a comparatively unusual man.
ner, with the nominative as the marked and
the accusative as the unmarked case. When
the basic constituent order changed in both
intransitive and transitive independent indic-
ative clauses to ACT/INACT; + Vb and IN-
ACT, + Vb + ACT,, apparently grammati-
cizing the topicalization of ACT/INACT;
and INACT,, ACT/INACT, was unequivo-
cally associated with INACT, in basic con-
structions (imperatives and subordinate
clauses continued the old order). Since ACTy/
INACT; further dropped the nominative,
case marking ended up as ergative too, by
way of an extension of the (unmarked) accu-
sative to, or withdrawal of the (marked) no-
minative from, intransitives. In certain non-
Pama-Nyungan languages of Australia all ar-
guments used to be accompanied by noun-
class markers (patternwise a neutral distribu-
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tion) but only some are now. In Burarra
noun phrases in ACT/INACT; and INACT;
function have lost these class markers but
those in ACT, function have retained them
(elsewhere they were kept only on definite
noun phrases, but these tend to be ACT,’s as
well); these former pure class markers are
thus exploited also for relational coding, dis-
tinguishing ergatives from not class-marked

absolutives.

4. Reasons for Realignments

4.1. As ergative and other alignments com-
monly manifest themselves m.thc morpho-
jogical encoding of gram.matlcal relations,
they may be altered fortultoqsly by phono-
logical changes which affect inflectional ex-
ponents and create or obliterate paradig-
matic contrasts, with the same forms perhaps
faring differently in different contexts. Re-
alignments due to such extraneous interfer-
ences are rare, though; normally they are a
matter of genuinely morphosyntactic or ?lso
lexical change, and thus call for explanations
of their own. A brief sketch of some general
explanatory considerations, in partxculan: of
constraints on and incentives to realign-
ments, must suffice here.

4.2. The assumption that formal economy is
at a premium in langyage‘chan'ge accounts
for replacements of _trlpartlte alignment, es-
pecially in case marking and verb agreement,
by ergative, accusative, active, or double-
oblique patterns, because these reduce a ter-

nary contrast to binary ones. Neutral align-

ment is of course the ultimate in economy,
and should thus be the pr;ferred target on
this count. On the assumption tha}t the fore-
most task of relational co@mg devices merely
is to distinguish the relations of arguments
which co-occur in one clause', ergative or
accusative patterns should gain .the upper
hand on neutral and double-c_)bllq}le ones,
which fail in this task, on tripartite ones,
which are unnecessarily uneconomlcal? angi
also on active ones, which are overdo_mg.lt
too, there being no need of syntagmatic dis-
tinction in intransitive clauses. It follows that
transitive clauses ought to be the_ locus 'of
change if realignments are to Flo Wlth the in-
troduction of a re]atlon_al dxstmctlon_. On the
assumption that relatxo_nal gnco.d‘mg also
ought to ensure the clear identifiability of the
relation of each argument, realignments
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should be aiming at the active pattern, which
best takes care of relational semantics, or
perhaps the tripartite one, which best reflects
verbal valency.

It is the ergative, accusative, and active
patterns which get the best overall grades on
these three criteria. On each of them the erga-
tive pattern finishes level with the accusative
one, so that there should be no particular
rcason for them to interchange diachroni-
cally; but this is what they are wont to do.
Otherwise there should be possibilities for er-
gative patterns to develop from tripartite and
into neutral ones if the first criterion proves
decisive, from neutral and into tripartite and
active ones if things go as the third criterion
would have it, and from all other patterns ex-
cept the accusative one if improvement is ac-
cording to the second criterion. Of all these
possibilities only that of an ergative pattern
evolving from a double-oblique one seems
unrealized; the transition from ergative to
double-oblique, on the other hand, is at-
tested, if rarely, but cannot be considered an
improvement on any count.

4.3. As to rules and regularities of variable
alignment, the patterning encountered most
commonly at least in present-day languages
is the accusative one, followed at some dis-
tance by the ergative one, with the active one
coming third. Going by these unequal cross-
linguistic frequencies, one might conclude
that the currently less favoured alignments,
representing the somehow costlier options,
will generally be at a disadvantage, with their
rivals always poised to advance at their ex-
pense. Some such view has been held most
prominently by adherents of a ‘stadial’ the-
ory of language development, for whom
changes of alignment were essentially unidi-
rectional and tied up with sociocultural pro-
gress. The idea of ergative alignment being
inherently inferior to, hence less fit to survive
than, its accusative competitor tends to seek
support from the supposed failure of this
pattern to give due recognition to the syntac-
tic retation of subject, pairing ACT/INACT;
in basic constructions with INACT, rather
than with ACT,. Much of the evidence sur-
veyed in sections 2 and 3 is plainly inconsis-
tent with any hypothesis that realignments
are necessarily a one-way affair.

4.4. A major, and more tangible, force that

keeps al?gnments changing is the tension be-
tween diverse patterns coexisting in particu-

-y
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lar languages, providing each other with
models and actual forms for analogical re-
organization. No language is completely
homogeneous in its alignments, and if this
heterogeneity is due to rules and regularities
which admit of variation, rather than only to
such as are invariably of one or another type,
the stage is set for some to-ing and fro-ing.
Once alignments have come to be diverse, for
whatever reason, a motive for realignments
then is to reduce their diversity and thus to
simplify grammars. To some extent this may
be done randomly, but there are apparently
also general principles determining winners
and losers in such analogical levellings. Thus,
if different alignments obtain for the syntac-
tic behaviour of arguments and the morpho-
logical encoding of their relations, the latter
will be adjusted to the former but not vice
versa; or if constructions differing in align-
ment also differ in their expressive potential,
perhaps owing to the loss of a morphological
contrast in one of them, the more expressive
one will succeed.

The ways alignments are split within lan-
guages are largely non-random in the first
place, reflecting different affinities, motivated
by the semantics or pragmatics of types of
arguments and constructions, to different
patterns. Thus, whenever such alignments co-
exist, an ergative one is likely to appear for
instance in past tenses or perfective aspects,
with nominals not predestined to be agents
and especially with non-pronouns, in rela-
tional coding in general and especially in case
marking and agreement in terms of class, and
in certain kinds of subordinate clauses, while
present tenses and imperfective aspects, no-
minals predestined to be agents and espe-
cially Ist and 2nd person pronouns, syntactic
rules of noun-phrase ellipsis in clause combi-
nation, relational coding by means of verbal
agreement or cross-reference, agreement in
terms of person, and main clauses are liable
to pattern accusatively. Changes of align-
ment, occurring individually or in combina-
tion, should not lead to splits contravening
such universal preferences. On the evidence
of sections 2 and 3 only the main/subordinate
parameter is not fully effective, insofar as
accusative patterns are found to replace erga-
tive ones sclectively in main but also in sub-
ordinate clauses.

Changes of alignment due to the borrow-
ing of inflectional forms or entire construc-
tions ought to be subject to similar con-

straints as those regulating language-inter-
nal trading.

4.5, Non-basic constructions are unlikely to
be revalued as basic — a common source of
changes of alignment — unless they are used
relatively frequently. In Standard English, as
in other languages with predominantly accu-
sative morphosyntax, there may be particular
genres (e.g. scientific prose), verbs (e. g.
bury), and tenses or aspects (past, perfect)
where the passive is actually favoured over
the active, but it is improbable that this will
ever suffice for the passive to be reranked
over the active even for these particular do-
mains. One reason for massive increases in
the frequency of non-basic constructions is
the curtailment of the expressive potential of
basic ones, perhaps caused accidentally by
the phonological obliteration of morphologi-
cal contrasts. Another, relevant in particular
to voice alternations, are changes in the cul-
tural milieu, in the practices, norms, and be-
liefs of the language community that are re-
flected in lexical and morphosyntactic struc-
tures relating to the notions of topic and sub-

ject. The (nominative) alignment of ACT,

with ACT/INACT; on the grounds of their
being subjects, i. e. preferred topics, in basic
constructions would seem to betray a certain
cultural bias towards active arguments of
transitive verbs as being inherently topicwor-
thier than those acted upon; and vice versa
for the (absolutive) alignment of INACT,
with ACT/INACT;. The conceptions of basic
predicates as either perfective/resultative/sta-
tive or imperfective/progressive/dynamic,
naturally focussing the main attention on
ACT, or on INACT, respectively, may be a
corresponding factor. Reversals of such cul-
tural attitudes responsible for ACT, having
the edge on INACT, or vice versa in respect
of inherent topicworthiness are likely also to
reverse the frequencies of their being chosen
as actual topics and subjects, and concomi-
tantly of basic and non-basic voices — a pre-
condition for their revaluation and for ap-
propriate modifications of the lexical seman-

tics of predicates.
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1. Vorbemerkung

Die Grammatik des Relativsatzes gehort in
den meisten Hinsichten zu den am besten er-
forschten Gebieten der Syntax. Umfassende
Behandlungen sind Touratier 1980 und Leh-
mann 1984 (aus dem letzteren sind die mei-
sten Beispiele ohne weitere Quellenangabe
entnommen). Lediglich iiber die Diachronie
des Relativsatzes ist vergleichsweise wenig
Allgemeines bekannt. VerhaltnismiBig zahl-
reichen Detailstudien, insbesondere iiber in-
dogermanische Spracheq (vor allem Kur_zové
1981), stehen wenige diachron-typologische
Arbeiten gegeniiber, aus denen Verallgemei-
perungen iber ‘Wandel von Relativsatzen ab-
geleitet werden konnten. Man ist weitgehend
in der methodischen Lage, aus wohlerforsch-
ten indogermanischen Phanomenen induktiv
su verallgemeinern oder die beobachtbare
synchrone Variation in die Diachronie zu
projizieren. o . '
Der Relativsatz wird in Abschnitt 2 als in-
terlinguale grammatische Kategorie_ konzi-
piert. D.h. es wird ein Prototyp definiert, mit
dem Strukturphénomene einzelne'r Sprachen
verglichen werden konnen. Dabei kann sich
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fur eine gegebene Sprache herausstellen, daB
sie eine Konstruktion besitzt, die zweifelsfrei
unter die Definition fillt, oder eine Kon-
struktion, die nur marginal als Relativsatz zu
betrachten ist, oder daB sie iiberhaupt keinen
Relativsatz hat. Die im folgenden angesetzten
definitorischen Bedingungen sind spezifisch
genug, daB in der Tat nicht alle Sprachen
einen Relativsatz haben, aber andererseits so
schwach, daB doch die meisten Sprachen
einen haben.

Projiziert man diese Situation in die Dia-
chronie und beriicksichtigt die relativ kurze
Dauer, iiber welche die meisten Sprachen der
Welt historisch bezeugt sind, so wird ver-
stindlich, daB die meisten Sprachen wihrend
ihrer gesamten dokumentierten Geschichte
einen Relativsatz haben. Folglich sind die
Chancen, einen Relativsatz in statu nascendi
oder moriendi zu beobachten, ziemlich ge-
ring. Dies ist der Aspekt des Objektbereichs,
der fiir die genannte Forschungssituation ver-
antwortlich ist. Empirisch gut untersucht sind
lediglich Wandelprozesse, die den Relativsatz
als solchen voraussetzen und unangetastet las-
sen. VerhidltnisméBig wenig ist bekannt iiber
Prozesse, die zu Relativsatzen fihren oder sie
eliminieren. Mehr hierzu in Abschnitt 3.1.

2. - Grammatik des Relativsatzes

2.1. Wesentliche Funktion des Relativsatzes

An (1) 1a8t sich zundchst der Begriff des Re-
lativsatzes vortheoretisch erliutern.




